Is there a Ph.D. glut in economics in academia? 1 No one can deny that the supply of new Ph.D. economists can only match the demand for it, in fits and starts, and, at best, only roughly, or approximately. Without perfect information, there simply must always be either a shortage or surplus of this subset of the labor supply. This market, like that for any other good or service, cannot be continually in equilibrium. So, from time to time, there will be "gluts," excessive supplies of would-be professors, or shortages, too few of them offering their services to man all of the classrooms for which there is a need for them.
And, indeed, the facts bear this out. For example, according to Boddy (1973, 720) :
"It is to be noted that the expansion of enrollments, both first year and total, for advanced degrees was a lower rates during the last four years… than for the decade as a whole and that this pattern was clearer and stronger for economics and for agricultural economics than for all fields.
"Expansion of the number of advanced degrees in agricultural economics shows the same general pattern: substantially lower growth rates for the last four years than the decade. In economics … the output of Ph.D.s in the last four years increased more rapidly than for the decade as a whole."
Further, in the view of Hoffman and Low (1983, 480) :
"Economists typically assume that the world is relatively free of informational barriers and that agents carefully process vast amounts of information in making decisions. This study reveals whether economists' own occupational decisions are consistent with this world of rational calculating agents. Results suggest that tests for the internal consistency of rational expectations and our model of occupational choice cannot be rejected…" However, it is equally undeniable that there is a continual market process 2 at work in this labor market, as there is in all other markets. That is, when there is a shortage of warm bodies to place in the seats in front of university students, ceteris paribus, there is a subsequent increase in the number of first year Ph.D. candidates. And, when there is a surplus of professors, the new entrants into graduate school decreases. True, this market does not work as seamlessly and flawlessly, as some others. Why not? There are several reasons. For one thing, the overwhelming majority of firms in the academic industry are either partially or entirely state owned, or heavily subsidized by the government. Wages and salaries, therefore, are not as flexible as they otherwise would be, and are, in other industries experiencing labor mismatches with job openings.
For another, there is a relatively large time lag between the time a shortage develops, and when new supply can come pouring into the market to alleviate it. The Ph.D. degree in economics is a credential virtually all candidates for professorships in this field must possess, 4 and this takes from 4-7 years to acquire (Stock and Siegfried. 2006 ). North (2006) does not agree. In his view: "The Ph.D. glut has existed ever since the fall of 1969. The number of entry-level full-time professorial positions has remained stagnant." If this is to be taken literally, and, how else are we to interpret it, it means that there has been a continuous oversupply of professors for more than three and one half decades, with no interruption in it whatsoever. If so, someone should immediately contact Ripley's believe it or not, for a world's record of some sort has been established. 5 And, what is this author's explanation for so unusual an occurrence? He (2006) argues as follows:
"Why does a glut exist? Because of an error in prior forecasting. Suppliers believed that there would be buyers at a specific price. It turned out that there was (sic) an insufficient number of buyers at that expected price.
"Then why does a glut persist? One answer: ignorance on the part of suppliers. But why should this ignorance persist? Why don't suppliers get the picture?
"Experienced sellers do get the picture. The problem is a continuing supply of new sellers who are unfamiliar with the market and ignorant of the past supply-demand conditions. Or, as has been said so often, there's a sucker born every minute… "In the worldwide suckers' market, gamblers are the only people who are slower to learn than young adults with masters' degrees. Bright graduate students possess a pair of non-marketable skills: the ability to write term papers and the ability to take academic exams. They are also economic illiterates and incurably naïve. So, they become the trusting victims of the professorial class." Block (2008) rejects this on the ground that "this sounds like people with a doctorate in poetry, or feminist studies, but seems to ill fit those who have just completed a half decade of study of the dismal science." But this does not go far enough. If enough "new sellers" who are graduates of programs in liberal arts end up driving taxi cabs, or dispensing coffee, or asking if "you want fries with that," then even such economic illiterates will eventually figure out that investments in human capital will earn greater rewards in other fields. They will notify their younger siblings about their findings.
Enterprising journalists will write about it. Guidance counselors will advise on the basis of it. The next generation of would-be poets and students of feminism will eventually be dissuaded from these fields. If not, the unemployment in these fields will reach Herculean proportions, which has never occurred.
Another author who complains of an academic glut is Vanderkam (2003) who avers:
"The year after Ellen Paul earned her Ph.D. in European history from the University of Kansas, she drove a school bus to make ends meet.
"Roughly 45,000 new Ph.D.s will be graduating this year, double the number from 35 years ago. Almost all believe they will turn their long, underpaid pursuit of truth into professorships -the tenured kind in which they can't be fired and can research what they spent five or more years studying. But universities, despite dangling tenured professorships like carrots to their graduate students, haven't doubled their tenure-track hiring. So, particularly in the humanities, new graduates such as Paul who want to stay in academia face years of part-time, benefitless "adjunct" positions in which they try to teach and research despite having no job security and working other jobs to pay the rent.
"The world has worse tragedies than Ph.D.s driving buses. Still, this mismatch between professorships available and Ph.D.s granted is a colossal waste of brainpower sorely needed elsewhere. Universities that glut the doctorate market bear much responsibility for the situation. But graduate students aren't blameless.
"These men and women have chosen to spend years training for jobs that don't exist by accruing knowledge no one will pay for. The most devoted to their passion may decide that's all right. But the "starving Ph.D." phenomenon is here to stay. Even the ivory tower can't save anyone from that reality. Today's market mismatch began in the 1960s, when baby boomers poured into colleges, and administrators went on a hiring spree." Wright (2002) also offers a tale of woe about the unemployment of academic historians.
6 According to him But these claims, too, are problematic. For one thing, it concerns non economists, who may be expected to be less sophisticated about matters of this sort.
7 Says Boddy (1973, 724) in this regard:
8 "… the scare talk about the current and prospective general 'Ph.D. glut' is greatly overdrawn … In economics and agricultural economics the prospects are far less discouraging than in most other fields."
9 More important, the claim here is that the glut is a permanent phenomenon, not something that comes and goes. Even economic illiterates will eventually catch on to the fact, if it is indeed a fact, that there is an oversupply of people with their backgrounds in academia. Then, perhaps, there will be an over reaction, and too few will obtain Ph.D.s in these fields in the next age cohort. If so, this industry, like any other, will experience over and under supply, varying with each other, always approaching an equilibrium situation, but never quite attaining it, except, perhaps, very temporarily. 10 Then, too, there is the problem that academia is not market oriented (Klein and Chiang, 2005) , as a general rule. Instead of allowing supply and demand to determine the salaries of professors, leftist administrators have imposed their own views of what is fair on this segment of the labor market. To wit, the practitioners of some disciplines (e.g., poetry, sociology, history, feminist and black "studies") have far fewer and less remunerative alternatives in the "real" world than do those in others (e.g., economics, finance, chemistry, computer science, law). Ceteris paribus, this would imply higher salaries in the latter than the former. Says Wright (2002) in this context: "While the average salary for new tenure-track assistant professors in history, around $40,000 per year, is modest given the demanding nature of the job and the many years of training it requires, the salary is, in fact, higher than necessary to attract qualified applicants." Yet, to the socialist administrator it is patently unfair that an expert in Adam Smith earn more than someone with knowledge of Shakespeare or Malcolm X. Thus, pay in the latter is artificially raised, while that in the former, at least relatively, is lowered. But as a perusal of economics 101 will demonstrate, this implies comparatively more unemployment in the humanities.
Let us return to Gary North, Ph.D., since he is perhaps the sharpest critic 11 of the idea that a Ph.D. in economics can often make sense from a human capital, or, indeed, any other perspective. In North (2008b) he makes three main points. In the first section of his paper, he reiterates the claim that it would be unwise, in the extreme, for anyone to attempt to enter in to the professoriate, and likens such folly to encouraging black teens to undertake a career in professional sports:
"If you make it into the NBA, you will make a lot of money. The salaries are great. Hardly anyone gets signed. Most are journeymen.
"When you think 'college professor,' think 'NBA.' Then think 'never survived the cut.' We tell ghetto youths not to dream of making it into the NBA. We don't warn undergraduates of the same unrealistic dream of making it onto a college faculty." However, 12 there are 30 teams in the NBA, 13 each with a roster of 12 members. That brings us to a grand total of 360 employment slots. There are some 3,000 four year colleges and universities in the U.S., that together employ tens of thousands of professors. The differential between these two numbers is so gargantuan that this divergence appears, almost, as a difference in kind, not degree. 14 North (2008b) is undoubtedly correct to point out the importance of publishing in refereed journals in order to obtain tenure, and, also, the bias against Austrian economists in this regard.
15 But, surely, this statement is a wild exaggeration: "Almost no article ever published in a peer-reviewed professional economics journal has been written by an Austrian School economist."
16 This is so preposterous a claim that it is not even worth offering evidence to the contrary.
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The next difficulty with North (2008b) is this claim:
"Professor Block, a now-tenured professor who spent years outside any university, due to hostility to his Austrian School views, has offered a rebuttal. He think (sic) salaries are high in the field of economics.
"This is true --if you get tenure. If you don't get tenure --and very few do --then you are tossed out of the university-level teaching slots … and relegated to part-time teaching at below-plumber hourly rates in a community college."
North is referring to Block (2008) , wherein the following appears:
"Well, let's see. According to this source, the average salary for a community college faculty member … nationally … was $53,934. Round this up to $54,000…. Assume that the professor teaches 5 courses of 3 hours each for 30 weeks a year (yes, these people get long vacations too). That amounts to 450 hours per year (we ignore publishing requirements, committee meetings, marking essays, since there are virtually none in this sector of academia), or $120 per hour, roughly 10 times North's estimate of '$10 to $15 an hour.' I wonder at the source of his calculations. North (2008b) vouchsafes us no response to Block's (2008) claim that North's (2008a) claim of '$10 to $15 an hour' was a gigantic underestimate. Worse, he repeats 14 If it is objected that there are also development leagues for basketball, and a woman's league, the WNBA, the response is that there are also a significant number of community colleges. 15 Rosen (1997) , Vedder and Gallaway (2000) and Laband and Tollison (2000) deny this charge; see rejoinders by Anderson (2000) , Block (2000) , Thornton, 2004; Yeager (1997 Yeager ( , 2000 . See also Klein and Chiang, 2005, Backhouse, 2000. 16 Most egregious is North's (2008b) claim that "Murray Rothbard abandoned the attempt (to publish in a peer-reviewed professional economics journal) no later than 1961." Even a superficial perusal of his c.v. will show that he published numerous articles in the Review of Austrian Economics, the Journal of Libertarian Studies and in the Quarterly Review of Austrian Economics, all of them "peer-reviewed professional economics journals." 17 Were we to list merely the titles of all the articles published in refereed journals by Austrians, it would take more space than this entire article. See appendix below for just a hint of this. the error, now conflating community college instructors' wages with those of "plumbers."
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The second section of North (2008b) offers advice to people in their 50s who have been stricken with the economics bug. He suggests that they refrain from the graduate school route, and attempt to learn this material on their own, without benefit of the Ph.D. credential. This counsel is not unwise from a strictly dollars and sense perspective, given the shorter life expectancy, and thus the fewer number of years such people will have to recoup these costs. But in his section three North (2008b) again gives the back of his hand to the idea that a young person "should … jump through the (academic) hoops for five years?" He continues:
"The number of professors in American universities who have tenure and who are Austrian School economists may be as many as 20. I cannot actually name these people, but there may be this many. That is the total out of over 4,000 colleges in the United States." Again, we have an underestimate of gigantic proportions. 19 There are more than twenty, many more, Austrian economists who have tenure at the present time at American universities. What is the precise number? This is difficult to determine. There are several margins to consider. First, what, precisely, is an Austrian economist?
20 How "Austrian" must one be to be counted as such? We do not want to include anyone who once mentioned praxeology or market process in a positive way. On the other hand we do not want to be arbitrarily exclusionary. In the appendix to this paper we list the Austrian economists known to us under a three part categorization. A: those who are Austrians without a doubt, who serve as the core contributors to this economic philosophy. B: those who have made lesser but still significant contributions to this discipline; e.g., they have authored a book on the topic, or at least a few refereed journal articles promoting this discipline; C: those for whom there is a significant question as to their Austrian credentials; they have an interest in this perspective, but cannot be counted as Austrians. "Fellow travelers" might be the best characterization of them. Second, why consider tenure awarded to Austrians only at American universities? Surely, the fact that a foreign institution of higher learning singled out a member of the praxeological school for this honor is not irrelevant to the effect that Austrianism has on the academic community. Foreign scholars, as well as those based in the U.S., contribute to our body of economic knowledge. However, since North (2008b) mentions "American universities" we mention Austrians awarded tenure by foreign universities in a separate category. Third, what about Austrians awarded tenure who have voluntarily given it up, and thus no longer "have" it? We include them, on the ground that they succeeded in the academic game, but then rejected their success, presumably, in favor of something they valued even more. Fourth, just for completeness, we mention Austrian scholars who have received tenure in the past, but who are now deceased. We do not count them in the number to be contrasted to North's (2008b) "as many as 20." Fifth, what about an American university that does not offer tenure to any of its faculty members; we include Austrians who have been employed there for more than seven years, on the ground that tenure indicates permanency of position, and this would appear to qualify. Sixth, what about those with Ph.D.s in other fields (e.g., philosophy, finance, history) who may be working in either economics departments, or in their own fields, but who have made signal contributions to the Austrian edifice? We have included them, in the B category. They may not have Austrian credentials, but they are indeed, in our view, Austrian economists. Seventh, how do you count scholars tenured in other countries who gave up their faculty posts there to move to untenured positions in the U.S.? We have ignored this possibility.
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So, how many tenured Austrian economists "are" there? Well, it depends upon the definition employed. Based on calculations in the appendix, we arrive at this tentative conclusion: We may say for sure 22 that there are at least 111, counting the A's and the B's. If we include non Americans, and surely, they do contribute, mightily, to the world wide renaissance of Austrian economics, we arrive at 152. Including the deceased, the number rises to 186, and if Austrian fellow travelers with tenure are added, then 204. But no matter which of these numbers is the most correct, all of them far exceed North's insulting estimate of 20.
In concluding the third section of his paper, North (2008b) is quite right to wax indignant at the shabby treatment according the leading lights of Austrian economics by American universities, people like Ludwig von Mises, F.A. Hayek, Murray N. Rothbard, and Henry Hazlitt. But this demonstrates, even the more, the remarkable perspicacity of those Austrians who have persevered in academia, and achieved tenure status, North's advice to them to the contrary notwithstanding.
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It is time to conclude the present paper. Yes, there always have been, are now, and likely will be in the future, gluts, or excessive supplies of labor in academia. There have also been, are now, and will be, again, shortages. This is part and parcel of the free enterprise system. The market works less well in the sector of the economy, due to excessive government intervention. But, shortages and surpluses will undoubtedly continue to succeed one other, here, too, as they do in relatively freer parts of the economy.
travelers, or Austro sympathizers. Note, that I'm counting Leland Yeager and James Buchanan (very much an Austrian on cost and subjectivism) so please use them as a touchstone; anyone at least as Austrian as they should be included. Note, I'm also including people such as George Selgin, Tyler Cowen and Bryan Caplan, since all have tenure, and were Austrians at least at one time. I also include people who once had tenure at a given university, but voluntarily gave it up. Bob Higgs, for example, was once awarded tenure by Lafayette University, but left that position. Also, please help me identify the universities which once awarded tenure to Austrians where this infomation is missing from my list.
On the other hand, if there's someone on my list who never got tenure anywhere, at any time, and clearly is not an Austrian even under my inclusive definition, please let me know. I don't want to include anyone who has ever used the word "praxeology" in a publication, or cited Menger, Bohn-Bawerk, Mises, Hayek or Rothbard.
I have erred, in all likelihood, in the direction of over inclusiveness; I did so on the ground that it is easier to eliminate mistaken names, than to add those I have excluded in error. PLEASE help me make this as accurate as possible.
The reason I am putting together this list is to refute this piece: North, Gary. 2008 . "Why the Ph.D. Glut Is Not Going Away, and Why Austrian School Grad Students in Economics Should Go into Business Instead." July 1; http://www.garynorth.com/public/3700.cfm My good friend Gary is on the warpath against those of us, including me, who are trying to steer young people who like and appreciate Austrian economics into the professoriate. Gary thinks we are misleading these young people. He claims that only 20 Austrians have tenure in the U.S. He states: "The number of professors in American universities who have tenure and who are Austrian School economists may be as many as 20. I cannot actually name these people, but there may be this many. That is the total out of over 4,000 colleges in the United States."
In my refutation of Gary, I want to be fair. There are of course gray areas in including people on a list of Austrians with tenure. I am including Austrians with no tenure, if the school that are at does not give tenure to anyone, but they have been there for more than seven years. I am including Austrians who had tenure, but gave it up for untenured positions they regarded as preferable (Higgs, Ebeling and Thornton are included, and listed at the places that awarded them tenure, even though they are no longer still there). I am including people in other fields (e.g., Roderick Long in philosophy) as long as they have tenure and make contributions to Austrian economics. I am even including people who were once Austrians, and got tenure as Austrians, even if they have changed their minds on this matter. But, I must make a strong distinction between Austrians, on the one hand, and mere free enterprise economists on the other, who are not Austrians. I am willing to operationally define an Austrian economist as a free market advocate who has had at least one publication in an explicitly Austrian journal, or at least one publication where he explicitly supports at least a few aspects of this school of thought -unless I know that scholar personally, and have good reason to reject him for inclusion. For example, I'm not including James Buchanan. He has tenure, and his work on cost is surely Austrian; but I once heard him say that he considers Austrianism a cult.
I include a number of people who have been proposed to me as candidates for this list, who I have so far not included. If you know any thing about their tenure status, and/or Austrian credentials, please let me know.
My primary purpose is accuracy. I don't really care if people want to be included on this list or not. If they belong there, I want to include them, whether they like it or not. On the other hand, if this would cause personal problems for anyone, I'll make exceptions. As you can see, I already have WAY more than 20 people on the list.
I have heard it said that someone was not really an Austrian, because he did a lot of empirical research. In my view, doing empirical research does not at ALL preclude you from being an Austrian in good standing. There are two kinds of empirical research in my view. I. studies that deal with apodictic issues; such as, is free trade mutually beneficial in the ex ante sense, does the minimum wage law unemploy people with MRPs below the level stipulated by law; II. studies that do not deal with apodictic issues, such as, what is the elasticity of demand for bananas. No research, whatsoever, of type II can preclude anyone from being an Austrian, in my opinion. As for type I, if you interpret your research as testing praxeological truths, then, and to that extent, you are not an Austrian. On the other hand, if you interpret it as merely illustrating economic law, then you are acting completely compatible with Austrianism.
